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Introduction to presentation

A Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies important to southern California’s
long-range regional plan:
A Congestion management
A Air quality
A State greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) targets

A This presentation is a study of a longstanding employer-based trip reduction (EBTR)
program in the region

A Administered by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
A Longitudinal program data (2004-2016)

A Research objectives:
A Understand the participation rates, characteristics, and spatial distribution of regulated employers
A EKSR‘Bine the role of intraurban location and employer characteristics in average vehicle ridership

A E)\(/aRmine which employers, locations, and TDM/mitigation strategies are most effective at improving

What are EBTR’s potential contributions to GHG reduction targets?



Employer -Based Trip Reduction (EBTR)

A History in California

A “During the 19805 and 1990s, California AFUtU e pOtentiaI
wingsed e wderpreod adtion o ARenewed interest
I_JaTR’ (]DI” and Wardell 1997) enew.e mterESt.m GHG
A Fo%us on con%Iesttlo? management and reduction strategies
criteria air poflutants ] . .
A Pushback from business community A2018: new legislation allows

LA Metro to mandate some
TDM for employers above 50




Rule 2202 0 EBTR program in Southern California %

A Administered by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD3

A Covers most, but not all of the SCAG region
A Rule 2202

A Currently applies to worksites with more than 250
S OEES

A ~1,340 employers and 1.2 million workers (~15% of
the3r4egionn1|s? w¥)rkf0rce) (~15%

A Employers have 3 options:
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Prior EBTR Research

A Program perceptions
A Dill ﬁ1998): Rule 2202 \glatered down. Limited effectiveness, implementation costs ... onerous to
employers and workers:

A Zuehlke & Geunsler (2007): Atlanta’s EBTR program similarly criticized

A Kniesel's (2001) empirical analysis of Rule 2202
A “Natural experiment” when threshold increased from 100 to 250 in 1997
A Modest AVR dip at “freed” employers suggests some effectiveness
A No change at employers who implemented commute reduction programs

A Some employers are self-motivated, but the “stick” had some effect...

A Dill and Wardell’s (2007) cross-sectional analysis of Portland’s 50-employee rule:

A Imeortance of downtown, mixed-use, transit access, & street connectivity to non-
SOV share

A Transit pass_discounts, guaranteed ride home programs, flextime, compressed work
weeks associated with higher transit ridership

Causality challenging to establish, in part owing to the lack of longitudinal program data.



Data

A Rule 2202 panel data, 2004-2016

A 18,300 employer-year records

A Only for employers who chose Option 1:
A Average vehicle ridership (AVR)
A Number of workers
A Industry code
A TDM/mitigation strategies

A Between 1,341 and 1,519 worksites chose Option 1 in any
given year

Urban environment surrounding the worksite
A Pedestrian connectivity (block groups within /2-mi, EPA)
A Pogulation gensity (block groups within /2-mi,
ACS/Census

A Land use within 1/8-mi (SCAG parcel database)

A SPsgcczgnt residential, single-family residential, commercial, open
A Transit accessibility

A Within a SCAG-defined high quality transit areas (HQTAs)

A Light/commuter rail station within Y2-mi



